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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
STEVEN LOUIS ROACH,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 48074-2020
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-20-3226
APPELLANT'S
REPLY BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Steven Roach pled guilty to one count of sexual abuse and one count of stalking. He
received an aggregate unified sentence of thirty years, with ten years fixed. Mr. Roach contends
that his sentence represents an abuse of the district court’s discretion, as it is excessive given any
view of the facts.
This Reply Brief is necessary to clarify some of the information set forth in the
Respondent’s Brief.
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Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated in
Mr. Roach’s Appellant’s Brief.

They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are

incorporated herein by reference thereto.

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed an aggregate unified sentence of thirty
years, with ten years fixed, upon Mr. Roach following his plea of guilty to sexual abuse and
stalking?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed An Aggregate Unified Sentence Of
Thirty Years, With Ten Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Roach Following His Plea Of Guilty To Sexual
Abuse And Stalking
Mr. Roach asserts that, given any view of the facts, his aggregate unified sentence of
thirty years, with ten years fixed, is excessive. (App. Br., p.3.) The State block quotes a large
section of the PSI, explaining that such constituted Mr. Roach’s admission “to a longer history of
sexual misconduct spanning several years and cities.” (Resp. Br., p.4.) However, the State
neglects to mention that Mr. Roach apparently made these admissions in 1985—about 36 years
ago. (PSI, pp.252-53.)
The State’s summary of the sexual battery charge in this case is incomplete. (Resp.
Br., p.6.) The State quotes a report that a man was “completely naked and masturbating,” but
neglects to clarify that the initial report of the eight-year-old was clarified by the older, elevenyear-old child who said the man was not naked, but was wearing a shirt. (PSI, p.139.)
The State identifies several cases allegedly involving Mr. Roach that were ultimately
dismissed, the first of which involves a report from a high school student who, in 2006, said she
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saw a man standing by a wall outside the high school. (PSI, p.148.) She saw the man, who was
not wearing pants, “thrust his genitals at her;” however, she was unable to confirm that
Mr. Roach was the person who engaged in this conduct. (PSI, pp.148, 191.) Mr. Roach had
allegedly been in the area that day, but he did not admit to the conduct and his identity as the
person by the wall was not certain. (PSI, pp.148-49, 189-91.) The information was simply
conjecture and there was no reasonable basis to deem it sufficiently reliable such that the district
court should have considered the information when sentencing Mr. Roach. See State v. Burdett,
134 Idaho 271, 275 (Ct. App. 2000) (holding “hearsay information must be disregarded if there
is no reasonable basis to deem it reliable, as where the information is simply conjecture.”)
The State attempts to controvert Mr. Roach’s claim that he “has support within the
community,” by writing that Mr. Roach’s wife has divorced him since his conviction. (Resp.
Br., p.12.) At the sentencing hearing, there was evidence that a divorce was pending, however,
Mr. Roach said he and Mrs. Roach continued to have contact a few times per week. (PSI, p.11.)
Thus, the State’s implication that Mrs. Roach would cease to support her husband after the
parties’ divorce was finalized is contradicted by the record that was before the district court at
the time of sentencing.
The State refers to an incident that purportedly occurred in California, approximately
thirty-six years ago.

(Resp. Br., pp.12-13.) The complaining witness claimed Mr. Roach

exposed himself to her. (PSI, p.249.) She complained to a store manager who did not believe
her story, saying he went to high school with Mr. Roach. (PSI, p.249.) The State implies that
this incident establishes that Mr. Roach’s community support at the time of his sentencing in this
case was based on the community’s ignorance. (Resp. Br., pp.12-13.) Likening this thirty-sixyear-old California case to the current status of Mr. Roach’s support within the community is

3

purely speculative. This is true, particularly where Mr. Roach told Dr. Michael Johnston, the
psychosexual evaluator, that he believed the people in his support network knew of his crimes,
and though he believed they thought his behavior was wrong, “he believed they would encourage
him to abide by the conditions of the court and support him if he became involved in treatment.”
(PSI, p.70.)
Mr. Roach asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive
sentence upon him. He asserts that had the district court considered his remorse and excellent
employment history, it would have imposed a less severe sentence.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Roach respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.
DATED this 2nd day of June, 2021.
/s/ Sally J. Cooley
SALLY J. COOLEY
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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